THE BRINGING FORTH OF THE WORK OF ART 


of artists in most periods of history) understood and 
utilized those principles of revision/of construction 
in formalizing/in implementing a particular will-to- 
art in this instance in form-ing works of art in which 
are incarnated spatial and temporal coordinates which 
are exclusively empirical in a period of history in 
which the will-to-art was the will-to-empathy. Those 
same principles of construction it must be understood 
can--when understood and utilized in exactly the same 
manner--be utilized in formalizing a will-to-art that 
is entirely different from the one in the implementation 


of which they were in this instance utilized. Those same 
principles for example can when understood and uti- 


lized in exactly the same manner be utilized in a pe- 
riod of history in which the will-to-art is the will- 
to-abstraction to form works of art in which are in- 
carnated spatial and temporal coordinates which are for 
example exclusively nonempirical. It is entirely pos- 
sible for example that both Paul Klee and Mauro Reggiani 


not only understood but also utilized in exactly the 
same manner the same principles of revision in form- 

ing say Limits of Understanding (1927, oil, 56 cm. X 

41 cm., privately owned) and Composition IX 193 OF OLL, 
65 cm. X 54 cm., owned by the artist) by Klee and Reggi- 
ani respectively that were utilized by Zola and Debussy 
respectively in creating L'Assommoir and Nocturnes. Con- 
versely a given will-to-art can be formalized by two 
artists who all other things being equal (a) different- 
ly understand a given principle of revision but assign 
that principle a position of comparable importance in 
their work methods (b) differently understand a given 
principle of revision and assign different positions of 
importance to that principle in their work methods (c) 
similarly understand a given principle of revision but 
assign that principle different positions in their re- 
spective work methods. Consider for example the pos- 
sibility that the primary structural differences be- 
tween the paintings of Degas and Renoir are explained 

by the fact that Degas and Renoir differently under- 
stood the principle of equilibrium even though they 

both assigned that principle a position of comparable 
importance in their work methods consider at the same 
time the possibility that the primary structural differ- 
ences between the paintings of Corot and Pissarro are 
explained by the fact that Corot and Pissarro assigned 
to the principle of equilibrium different positions in 
their work methods even though they both understood the 
principle of equilibrium in more or less the same manner. 





